Introduction
The Central and Eastern European (CEE) member states of the European Union (EU) have emerged as donors of international development assistance after the turn of the Millennium. Although the resources and capacities these countries devote to international development are still relatively small, a significant body of academic literature has emerged, providing a detailed understanding of why, how, and where the CEE countries engage in international development activities (Horký-Hlucháň and Lightfoot, 2015; Szent-Iványi and Lightfoot, 2015) . However, research on the CEE donors has tended to focus almost exclusively on the bilateral components of their development assistance policies, and has neglected the analysis of their multilateral aid. Researchers seem to have assumed that CEE multilateral aid is not an interesting topic for analysis given how it is primarily composed of membership fees and other compulsory contributions to international organisations, reflecting little conscious and strategic decisions (Szent-Iványi and Lightfoot, 2015: Ch. 4) .
A number of issues question just how tenable this position is. First, research into multilateral aid decisions of donors in general seems to have gained ground in recent years (see e.g. Milner and Tingley, 2013; Annen and Knack, 2016; Kersting and Kilby, 2016) . This research has provided insights into why donors delegate the implementation of large shares of their development budgets to international organisations; and how donors can use these organisations to further their own development policy goals. Second, contributions to multilateral institutions from the five CEE countries which are members of the OECD's Development Assistance Committee (DAC), 1 range from 67 per cent of their total aid budgets in case of Slovenia to 83 per cent in Poland. Sizeable parts of CEE foreign aid policies are therefore not covered by the existing literature. Third, the literature on small states as donors implies that multilateral aid is an efficient mechanism for delivering aid in light of capacity constraints imposed by size (Hawkins et al., 2006) . This assumption is yet to be empirically tested in case of the CEE countries.
Contributions to trust funds, a specific form of multilateral aid which shares some characteristics with bilateral aid, and has thus been labelled by some as "multi-bi aid" (Reinsberg et al., 2015) , is an especially interesting area to examine the multilateral aid policies of the CEE countries. Trust funds are usually hosted by multilateral donors, are set up to channel development resources to achieve 1 The Czech Republic, Hungary, Poland, Slovakia and Slovenia.
3 specific goals, contribution to them is voluntary, and allow participating donors to retain some control over the funds they provide through earmarking (Graham 2017 contributions happen however is unclear, and so are the motivations of the CEE countries.
Given this context, the paper aims to explain the decisions and motivations of selected CEE countries for engaging (or not engaging) with trust funds. It uses quantitative aid allocation data to explore the degree to which these donors make use of trust funds in their international development policies, as well as qualitative data from interviews and official documents to explain these choices. Based on this mixed-methods approach, the paper finds that the CEE donors have been less keen to use trust funds than expected. While they engage with some high profile funds which match their foreign policy priorities or they see clear and direct material benefits from engagement, donating to trust funds is generally not seen as a priority. The most significant inhibitors to greater CEE contributions to trust funds are the loss of visibility and control such contributions entail, and their negative impacts on access to funding for donor country NGOs and private firms, which is better ensured through (tied) bilateral aid.
Most of the data used in the paper relates to two small CEE donors, the Czech Republic and Slovenia.
These two countries have the longest history of reporting detailed quantitative data on their aid to the OECD DAC, which allows the examination of their approach to trust funds in detail. While a significant portion of the qualitative data also relates to these two countries, data has also been collected for Hungary and Lithuania, as well as the broader region through the interviews with staff working for the United Nations Development Programme (UNDP). There are strong reasons to expect that the results from this dataset are generalizable, with a certain degree of caution, to other CEE donors as well, including Poland, Slovakia, Latvia and Lithuania. The comparative literature on the international development policies of the CEE countries has identified strong similarities between these policies in terms of their historical trajectories, motivations, target countries, preferred instruments and challenges (Horký-Hlucháň and Lightfoot, 2015; Szent-Iványi and Lightfoot, 2015) .
The issues regarding trust funds identified in the Czech Republic, Slovenia, Lithuania and Hungary also point to strong similarities. Based on this, we expect that the other CEE countries may view engagement with trust funds similarly, although caution is always advised when making such generalizations.
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The relevance of this topic also goes beyond the CEE donors. The broader context is how small donors can assert their foreign aid preferences in multilateral settings. CEE donors are particularly interesting to study in this regard, as they account for less than 1% of all aid, and individually allocate less aid than other donor countries in the same income bracket, whether 'old' or 'new', for example Korea, Portugal, or Turkey. The aid allocation literature highlights that donors face a trade-off between burden sharing achieved through multilateral aid and control conveyed through bilateral aid (Milner and Tingley, 2013) . The same trade-off applies to the range of multi-bi aid mechanisms . One the one hand, multi-bi aid increases the potential impact of donors' aid by pooling resources with other donors, but on the other hand, it limits their ability to influence how it is spent. The literature on small states in global politics highlights that they face severe structural limitations due to their size and resources in influencing international negotiations, and need to rely on various counter-balancing strategies to make up for these deficiencies, such as alliance building and normative suasion (Panke, 2012) . There is evidence from organizations such as the IMF and the OECD DAC that if small countries speak with a united voice, they can alter development discourse and policy (Kentikelenis and Seabrooke, 2017; Verschaeve and Orbie, 2018) . With multi-bi aid, one solution may be to pool small donor voices through cooperation and informal institutions, and the CEE countries may provide interesting lessons in this regard.
The paper is structured as follows. Section 2 presents the paper's theoretical framework and develops hypotheses on how CEE countries engage with trust funds. This is followed by descriptive details about the multilateral and multi-bi aid policies of the CEE countries in section 3. Section 4 presents empirical evidence for the hypotheses, while the final section offers some brief concluding remarks.
Theoretical Framework: How to Explain CEE Engagement with Trust Funds?
There are a number of reasons to expect small and new(ish) donors like the CEE countries to make use of multi-bi aid in their international development policies. First, by pooling donor resources, trust funds have been seen as a way of achieving international aid effectiveness requirements such as the goals of the Paris Declaration . The CEE countries have emphasized the importance of aid effectiveness in policy documents, and have all signed the Paris Declaration and the Accra Agenda, thus committing themselves to meeting the targets (Szent-Iványi and Lightfoot, 2015: 101) . In practice however, most of them have done relatively little to reform their bilateral aid policies, which are characterised by high levels of tied aid, a lack of measures that could ensure recipient country ownership, and a reluctance to coordinate with other development actors. The CEE 5 countries have received significant criticism for not implementing their commitments on aid effectiveness, especially from their domestic development NGO communities (CONCORD 2015) .
Channelling parts of their multilateral aid through trust funds could be a way for these donors to counter these criticisms, without actually making any significant changes in their bilateral policies.
Second, trust funds can increase the influence of relatively small donors. Small states tend to contribute more to multilateral initiatives than larger states (Addison et al., 2004) , and this can apply to trust funds as well. Donating to a trust fund "buys" the donor a seat at the table, and the ability to influence the allocation decisions of the fund . Qualitative evidence on the World Bank shows that especially mid-sized donors wield considerable influence through trust funds (Reinsberg 2017 ), but there is increasing evidence that some CEE countries are also able to punch above their weight in international development diplomacy (Szent-Iványi et al., 2018) . As Western donors typically contribute more to these funds than the CEE countries, having a say on how the resources are spent can allow the CEE donors to leverage their own contributions. This of course is not automatic, and influencing how specific multilateral donors or trust funds allocate their resources requires skilled diplomats, negotiation strategies, and alliance building (Schneider and Tobin 2013) . The literature on influence in international organisations however has shown that the CEE countries can be influential in issues that are highly salient to them (Kajnč 2011; Roth 2011; Törő et al. 2014) , and so it is possible that they could impact the workings of trust funds.
Third, there are a number of trust funds which fit the declared international development goals of the CEE countries well, and channelling parts of their aid budget through them would be an effective way of reaching these goals. Donors prefer to delegate to multilateral agencies where members have similar foreign policy preferences as they do (McLean, 2012) or to agencies which allocate aid similarly to them (Schneider and Tobin, 2011) . The international development priorities of the CEE countries tend to focus on supporting countries in their neighbourhoods and transferring their experience in democratic and economic transformation to countries in transition (Panchuk et al., 2017) , and so one may expect them to contribute to trust funds with similar focuses. high, and these diplomats may thus put little effort into learning the intricacies of international development assistance (Horký, 2012; Timofejevs Henriksson, 2013: 183 Szent-Iványi and Lightfoot, 2015) . Staff of these ministries has relatively less knowledge about development, and coordination between them and MFAs is generally weak, which can also lead to a lack of information.
H1: CEE countries do not make extensive use of trust funds as they lack knowledge and information about them.
Second, related to the issue of knowledge and information, capacities to engage with trust funds may also be low in CEE ministries. While trust funds may relieve capacity issues which prevent increasing bilateral aid, some capacities are needed to engage with the funds effectively. The issue of low capacities in CEE MFAs and international development agencies has been pointed out by a number of academic studies, and the fact that established donors have provided significant capacity development assistance to them also underlines this point (Szent-Iványi and Tétényi, 2013) . Beyond the issue of staff turnover and the issues this causes with expertise, staff numbers are also relatively low. As discussed above, ensuring that a donor gets the most out of trust funds requires engagement with the specific funds, which may be difficult if staff resources are stretched thin. CEE donors may therefore simply decide there is little point in donating to trust funds if they cannot actively engage with their work.
H2: CEE countries do not make extensive use of trust funds because they have low capacities to engage with them.
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A third plausible explanation is that the CEE countries prefer bilateral aid as opposed to multilateral arrangements. As discussed, multilateral aid shares are high in all CEE countries, due to historical and institutional reasons. Adoption of the EU's development acquis in the run-up to EU accession was the main driving force for the creation of bilateral international development policies in the region, and many countries only created tokenistic policies meeting minimal requirements (Carbone, 2011: 153; Szent-Iványi and Lightfoot, 2015: 55) . After accession however, their compulsory contributions to the EU's aid budget and the European Development Fund (EDF) dwarfed these small bilateral aid budgets, leading to high multilateral aid shares, which are not typical for more established donors.
Given this imbalance, many CEE countries have viewed increasing their bilateral aid as a long-term priority, and assuming there is a trade-off between channelling aid bilaterally or through trust funds, the CEE countries may see a stronger rationale for the former. More bilateral aid increases their visibility as donors (Knack and Rahman, 2007) , something which contributing to trust funds would not achieve to the same degree. Visibility has been shown to be an important consideration for CEE governments (Szent-Iványi and Tétényi, 2013: 79), as they feel the need to demonstrate the tangible benefits from foreign aid to often sceptical publics. Bilateral aid also allows a greater degree of donor control over how their resources are spent. While contributing to trust funds comes with its own advantages, as discussed above, the CEE countries may perceive these to be outweighed by the need for visibility and control.
H3a: Bilateral aid is preferred by the CEE countries as opposed to contributing to trust funds due to the greater degree of visibility and donor control it allows.
There are other reasons which can lead to a preference for bilateral aid. Trust funds clearly have transaction costs; a certain percentage of contributions is usually deducted to cover their management expenses (Reinsberg, 2016) . These deductions can be rather substantial in some cases (i.e. up to 15 per cent in some UN specialized agencies). Given their limited recourses, the CEE countries may view these transaction costs as prohibitively high. The marginal transaction costs of using resources for bilateral aid on the other hand may be lower, given how government salaries and external expert fees are generally lower in the CEE countries.
H3b: Bilateral aid is preferred by the CEE countries as opposed to contributing to trust funds because the marginal transaction costs of contributing to trust funds are larger than the marginal transaction costs of bilateral aid.
A final potential explanation on why bilateral aid may be preferred relates to the preferences of domestic constituencies for aid. A significant source of funding for domestic development NGOs comes from bilateral aid, and they may thus put pressure on governments to keep voluntary 8 multilateral funding minimal (see McLean, 2015 , who considers economic interest groups). Some domestics companies also benefit from bilateral foreign aid related contracts and procurement. CEE development NGOs may see money put into the 'common pot' as lost for actors from the country.
Much of these discourses have focused on the EDF, and to a lesser extent the IDA, arguing that CEEbased NGOs and companies have to compete for contracts and grants with their more competitive peers from established donors. Given their smaller size and lower levels of experience, they are seen as unlikely to be successful. The same logic can apply to resources channelled to trust funds, and thus domestic actors benefitting from the 'aid business' may lobby the government to use bilateral channels.
H3c: Domestic firms and NGOs favour bilateral aid in order to maintain their own access to funding.
In order to investigate these hypotheses, two sources of qualitative data were used. First, qualitative interviews were carried out with 25 foreign aid decision-makers from the CEE countries, as well as experts at the UNDP and other stakeholders, between May 2017 and June 2018. Most of the interview data relates to the Czech Republic and Slovenia, and interviewing a large number of officials and experts from these two countries provided an in-depth understanding about the politics and processes of contributing to trusts funds. Further interviews were carried out with officials from Hungary and Lithuania to examine whether findings from the Czech and Slovenian cases were supported by these two countries, and whether there is scope for some generalization to other CEE countries. Given the low number of officials and other experts working on trust funds in these countries, we aimed to obtain as full a sample as possible. In case of the Czech Republic, we have managed to attain a large variety of respondents (several departments in the MFA, the Ministry of Finance and civil society) who provide close to full coverage of officials and experts working on trust funds.
Slovenia also represents a wide range of respondents, including MFA official, civil society and independent experts. Respondents in each country were identified using snowball techniques, and the interviews were semi-structured, with respondents being asked relatively open-ended questions with little guidance regarding the details and motivations of their country's engagement with trust funds. Due to reasons of confidentiality, all respondents remain anonymous. As a second source of qualitative data, a number of official documents, most of which are publically available, have been analysed, mainly to cross-validate interview data.
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Before investigating our hypotheses, we provide some descriptive quantitative details about CEE multi-bi aid, focusing on the Czech Republic and Slovenia, the only two countries from the region for which longer time series data are available.
Czech and Slovenian Multilateral and Multi-bi Aid
In this section, we present descriptive evidence on how CEE donors, with a focus on the Czech
Republic and Slovenia, use multilateral aid, with a particular focus on multi-bi aid. Compared to other OECD DAC members, CEE donors on average do not use multi-bi aid extensively, but if they do, they are highly selective. The presentation below draws on two main OECD DAC data sources: the Creditor Reporting System (CRS), a database of individual aid projects from which we draw total amounts of bilateral aid and multi-bi aid (OECD 2017); as well as the DAC1 table on aggregate aid flows, notably multilateral aid (OECD 2016). To identify multi-bi aid activities in the CRS, we followed the coding scheme by Eichenauer and Reinsberg (2017) and updated their data for CEE donors for 2013-15.
Multilateral aid makes up the bulk of the international development assistance expenditures of most upswing in the case of the two CEE countries (the Czech Republic increased its multi-bi contributions more than five-fold), due to the relatively low amounts involved it is difficult to tell from these data alone whether this represents a shift in strategy, or only the impact of large ad hoc contributions.
<Figure 2>
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The overall distribution of aid delivery channels is similar across the two countries. Both channel more than two-thirds of their aid multilaterally; bilateral aid accounts for at least 20 per cent, and multi-bi aid for only up to 2 per cent. These figures stand in stark contrast for example to the West European donors, which on average give more than 60% bilaterally, 28% multilaterally, and 12% as multi-bi aid (Reinsberg et al., 2015) .
Further disaggregation of aid delivery channels-net of multilateral aid-reveals some differences (Figure 3 ). Both countries channel less than 5 per cent of their bilateral aid to trust funds, compared to more than 25 per cent in the case of the United Kingdom. However, the two CEE countries differ in terms of how they divvy up the remaining part of their bilateral aid budget. In particular, the Czech Republic channels about 45 per cent of its foreign aid through its own bilateral agencies, compared to over 70 per cent for Slovenia. Moreover, the Czech Republic makes comparatively greater use of research institutes and (international) non-governmental organizations (NGOs). In both countries, the fraction delegated directly to recipient governments is negligible. When using the number of projects-rather than aid amounts-as denominator, all three donors in Figure 3 channel about one out of ten projects to trust funds. This implies that the two CEE donors use trust funds for projects involving small aid amounts, hinting to a different use pattern in comparison to the UK.
<Figure 3>
Differences across the two CEE donors also emerge when considering the allocation patterns of multi-bi aid. The data indicate quite different multilateral implementing partners for both donors ( An important issue to look at is the depth of earmarking-how much a donor pre-specifies the use of funding and thus limits the discretion of multilateral agencies in the use of funds. While both CEE donors are comparatively strong earmarkers, the Czech Republic grants agencies somewhat more discretion than Slovenia, based on figures unadjusted for the type of organizations with which these donors cooperate (Figure 4 ). Further analysis reveals that this is due to the prevalence of soft earmarking (i.e., for broad themes) by the Czech Republic in the thematic dimension while Slovenia engages more in hard earmarking (i.e., for specific projects). This is also consistent with the relatively greater use of multi-donor trust funds by the Czech Republic (about 27 per cent of its multi-bi aid, compared to 1.7 per cent for Slovenia). On a geographic dimension, both donors mainly target individual countries and sometimes earmark programs for specific regions, notably Europe and its neighbourhood. We also find some evidence that the Czech Republic sustains some institutional cooperation with multilaterals, for instance through the secondment of Czech experts to multilaterals and the financing of study tours in the Czech Republic for capacity-building purposes Summing up, the two CEE countries use multi-bi relatively sparingly, and even if they do, they aim to retain control over their funding with strong earmarking. While data for the other CEE countries is more sporadic, a similar picture seems to emerge. In a comparative perspective, the Czech Republic has a made a much greater use of multi-bi aid than Slovenia, but this is to be expected given its larger foreign aid programme.
Findings
We now turn to explaining the pattern of CEE engagement with trust funds by reviewing the qualitative evidence form interviews and documents regarding the five hypotheses.
The data provides no support for H1, which argued that CEE countries lack information on trust funds. Government officials in the region seem to be well informed about the activities of multilateral donors and trust funds. Although some officials have shown a lack of knowledge about details of specific trust funds and at times conflated some issues during interviews, in general they There is little support for H2 as well, which stated that CEE countries have low capacities to engage with trust funds, although the findings here are slightly more nuanced than in the case of H1. One the one hand, it is true that the CEE donors struggle with capacity issues as discussed above (INT#15), and wider government interest in development is often lacking. However, a clear emerging picture from the interviews is that if a CEE country makes a political decision to contribute to a trust fund, it will create the capacities needed to monitor the fund's activities, actively earmark funding, and even make attempts to influence the decisions of the fund (INT#04; INT#05; INT#18; INT#19). This finding is supported by the descriptive facts presented earlier, which showed that the Czech Republic and Slovenia have both been active in earmarking their contributions. Slovenia was also the driving force behind the creation of the ITF Enhancing Human Security (INT#13).
In fact, trust funds can be used to relieve capacity constraints which make the expansion of bilateral development aid difficult. The Czech Republic, for example, does not have capacities to engage with all countries which it sees as important, but it can still provide assistance to them through the Czech-UNDP Trust Fund (INT#01). The UNDP's capacities, processes, and network of country offices are in place, and donor countries can use these without the need to develop their own networks. Romania channels a significant portion of its bilateral assistance through the UNDP (INT#03; INT#17). Hungary also considers using trust funds where it does not have enough experience to use the resources bilaterally (INT#12). Whilst Lithuania tends to use Trust Funds only 'in exceptional cases' (INT#15), they can be a useful policy tool 'when something should be done' (INT#16), such as in Ukraine Trust funds are not just used however to relieve capacity constraints for bilateral aid, but also to actively develop capacities. The Czech-UNDP Trust Fund, and in fact all similar donor-specific trust funds run by the UNDP's Europe and Central Asia office, are managed by staff from the donor seconded to the UNDP. These staff members are trained by the UNDP, they are exposed to how the UN system works, and thus gain significant experience (INT#01; INT#17). The Czech Republic has used similar donorspecific trust funds at other multilateral institutions as well, such as the EBRD and FAO, with the view of developing its own capacities (INT#07).
The last three hypotheses looked at reasons why CEE countries may prefer bilateral aid to multi-bi aid. H3a stated that this can be due to the greater visibility and control provided by bilateral aid. Africa. Given their small contributions, the CEE countries feel they do not have any influence on which specific projects are selected for funding (INT#07; INT#10), although there is evidence that these states would prefer to 'lobby from the back' rather than lead (INT#13). In case of the EU, this is compounded by the fact that some of its trust funds, by bypassing the comitology system, give less control to member states to begin with (INT#04; see also Hauck et al., 2015) . Other trust funds, such as the UNDP's donor-specific trust funds, allow greater degrees of control for donors in terms of setting priorities, but ultimately it is the UNDP that selects and implements the projects, not the donor (INT#01).
Despite this, there is evidence that CEE countries can work together to achieve greater influence: in case of the EU's Emergency Trust Fund for Africa, the Visegrad Four (the Czech Republic, Hungary, Poland and Slovakia) were given their own collective constituency in the governing board, headed by one of these countries under a rotating chair (INT#12; Hungarian Ministry of Foreign Affairs 2017: 17). Individually, none of the Visegrad states met the minimum financial contribution to ensure a seat on the decision-making bodies of the fund. However, by pooling their contributions they reached the threshold of 3 million Euros, thereby earning themselves a collective vote in the Trust Fund Board and its Operational Committees. This however seems a rather unique case of cooperation, and even if working together, the weight and influence of these four countries remains small in the trust funds they donate to (INT#07).
Closely related to control, losing visibility is also an issue for the CEE countries, and they see bilateral aid as the best way to ensure it. In case of the Czech-UNDP Trust Fund, beneficiaries are often not aware that the funding comes from the Czech Republic, although the UNDP makes efforts to ensure that the donor is visible (INT#02; INT#03) . Nonetheless, such donor specific trust funds still guarantee a much greater degree of donor visibility as opposed to funds where many donors contribute.
Providing core funding to a multilateral donor is not considered as an alternative to contributing to trust funds, as visibility would be even lower in that case (INT#02 Furthermore, if there is political will to contribute to a trust fund, the issue of transaction costs will not come up at all (INT#04), or the benefits from taking part in a fund outweigh the costs (INT#03).
On the other hand, a few respondents did argue that transaction costs are an issue, especially in case of trust funds run by the World Bank (INT#07). Others stated that their country is not in favour of funding transaction costs and that trust funds "need to find other ways to sustain themselves" (INT#10) although it is unclear how this could be done. Nonetheless, based on this evidence, it is difficult to argue that transaction costs play a large role in explaining why CEE countries do not contribute more to trust funds.
The final hypothesis, H3c related to the preferences of domestic firms and NGOs, stating that these actors prefer bilateral aid, to which they have better access. Two different narratives emerged from the data, an optimistic one which does not support H3c, and a more pessimistic interpretation.
According to the first narrative, trust funds are additional sources of funding for domestic actors, and contributing to them provides buy-in and the possibility for these actors to bid for funding ( Despite government support, including awareness-raising, training events, and even financial support so NGOs can meet co-funding requirements, the competitiveness of local actors has not improved.
The regional focus of many trust funds does not help either; regions like Africa are seen as too far away for CEE actors. If given the choice, NGOs would prefer bilateral aid (INT#12).
Possibly, this second interpretation is more realistic. It was mainly respondents in MFAs who argued for the first, who had strong political interests in justifying existing trust fund contributions both towards the public and themselves. There is an argument that CEE elites learn from international organisations (Jacoby 2001 ) and given how deeply MFA staffs from most of these countries are now involved in international forums like the OECD DAC, there is a strong element of learning from others. Previous research highlights that networks around trust funds promote a sense of good practice (Dietrich et al., 2018) and it is possible that CEE elites have learnt that trust funds are a "preferred" aid modality in the international development community. Once such learning has taken place actors construct a world view around that policy with the aim to reduce cognitive dissonance (Jervis 2017) .
Conclusions
This paper examined how CEE EU member states, especially the Czech Republic and Slovenia, engage with various multi-bi aid initiatives, and explain the choices these countries make in providing multibi aid. Despite theoretical expectations to the contrary, CEE countries seem to use trust funds only sparingly for channelling their aid. Based on the emerging empirical evidence, the most significant inhibitors to greater CEE contributions to trust funds are the loss of visibility and control such contributions entail, and their negative impacts on domestic actors' access to funding. We found little evidence that a lack of knowledge about trust funds, low government capacities to engage with 18 them, or the transaction costs associated with these funds can explain the low level of CEE engagement.
It makes sense to briefly reflect on the reasons why CEE countries contribute to the trust funds that they do. Based on the data, three such reasons can be identified. First, CEE countries are more likely to contribute to high-profile funds which match their foreign policy priorities and can act to leverage their influence in specific areas. A clear example for this relates to the EU Emergency Trust Fund for Africa and its Regional Trust Fund in Response to the Syrian Crisis, both of which aim at reducing migration flows to the EU. As almost all CEE countries have been hostile towards immigration, contributing to these funds serves their own policy goals. Second, they may contribute to multi-bi initiatives because they want to be seen as doing so, for example they need to back up their rhetoric with actions, or want to portray themselves as taking part in international burden sharing. In this sense, contribution to the EU's trust funds can be seen a way to back up their anti-migration rhetoric.
Similarly, the Czech Republic's contribution to the EU's Colombia Trust Fund, for example, can serve to reinforce its own image as a champion of democracy or in the case of Slovenia and the ITF, highlight an expertise in demining and post conflict reconstruction. Third, there are examples where CEE countries see material benefits from contributing to trust funds. The UNDP's donor-specific trust funds are a clear example of these, as they allow a certain degree of tied aid, capacity development, and bring other benefits for national actors. However, these motivations seem mainly restricted to these donor-specific funds, and are clearly not relevant for the majority of (multi-donor) funds in existence. Therefore, whilst it is hard to identify normative suasion occurring within the allocation of trust funds, it is clear that a number of trust funds have policy goals that resonate with those of the CEE states and thus offer a vehicle for small donors to leverage their influence.
A further finding worth reflecting upon is that there is evidence of the Visegrad donors in particular utilising alliance building to maximise their influence within the governance structures of specific trust funds. The realisation that getting a seat at the table has costs has prompted the Visegrad states to pool sovereignty and work together to ensure a voice. While such collaboration has been rather isolated thus far, the relative newness of the CEE states as donors along with the relatively small amounts of their trust fund contributions means that working together is prudent. The relative homogeneity between the four states around key foreign policy questions such as migration means that trust funds that support their preference are good arenas for cooperation. This cooperation can be an important example for other small donors wishing to increase their influence in multilateral settings. 
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